Summary of arguments 


e Con: The creator is expecting users to pay for the content via ads so circumventing that 
is failing to uphold your end of the deal. 

o Pro: Implicit agreements aren't a thing. You did not make an explicit agreement, 
so you are not obliged to look at the ads. 

e |f no one looked at ads: 

o Con: The site wouldn't be able to support itself and will eventually be destroyed, 
which will probably be net bad. So you are causing harm. 

o Pro: If you don't look at the ads, the site might find a more agreeable way to get 
payment for its services, e.g. charging you. This will be net good. So you are 
pushing for a less harmful world. 

e Pro: Just because you visit a website does not mean you give up the right to do 
whatever you want with your personal property. 

e Con: Lowering a site owner’s job prospects while not competing for that job yourself is 
unethical. 

o Pro: You are probably not causing any direct harm to the sites you visit by using 
an ad blocker because a) generally, active users of a site is the only thing 
measured, not active users without an ad blocker and b) you were probably 
unlikely to click on the ads in the first place thus you are not causing the site any 
harm. 

m Con: Using an ad blocker must lower conversion rates to some extent. 
o Pro: Not benefiting someone is not the same as harming them. 
m Con: Each request to the site costs money to the owners, especially for 
video. 
e Pro: It’s the owner’s right to pay those costs to support the service 
if they wish to. 
Pro: Doing something should be ethically acceptable until proven otherwise. 
Con: If you know you are breaking the rules of the site you are visiting by using an ad 
blocker, then it is unethical to violate your agreement with the site owner. 

o Pro: Unless they forced you to read the terms of service, they obviously don’t 
expect reasonable people to know to follow the rule, so they are implicitly 
allowing you to use an ad blocker which means it is not unethical. 

e Pro: Inaction cannot be considered a bad thing unless you signed a contract stating 
otherwise. 

o Con: Installing an ad blocker is not inaction - it is an action which causes you to 
violate the terms of service of a lot of websites. 

e Pro: Advertisers don’t have a special place in the client-server relationship of using a 
web site so why should they get to force me to not use an ad blocker more than my right 
to do whatever | want with my computer? 

e Pro: If web sites want access to their site only to be available with ads, then they should 
explicitly say that, but there’s no need to change your default behavior on the internet 
just for those few sites that make the contract to look at ads to view the content explicit. 


Pro: Digital space is not owned by anyone - it is only in the small "gardens" that 
organizations or people have put up boards claiming it's theirs. The web was not 
designed to enforce certain business models on people. If | do not like the advertisement 
model, | may not be welcome in some area owned by someone, but that doesn't mean 
that | can't walk away. 

Pro: | can tear a bit of a page from a book | am reading so once the content has been 
distributed to me. Generalizing, it’s ethical to modify content that has been served to me 
to my personal taste. 

Pro: It is common for ads sometimes to deliver malware so it’s perfectly understandable 
to use an ad blocker to stop you from getting malware. 

o Con: Distrust sometimes isn’t sufficient to ethically circumvent an intended 
business model. For example, it’s generally considered ethical to pay taxes even 
if your debit card information could be leaked. 

Pro: On a mobile data plan, you are liable to pay for all of the data you ingress. You 
should have the right to pay to not ingress data you don’t want (eg. ads). 


Unrefuted arguments on the pro side: 


You didn’t make an agreement with anyone that you wouldn’t use an ad blocker. 

If everyone had ad blockers, sites could find more agreeable ways to support 
themselves, which would make the world better. 

Just because you visit a site doesn’t mean you have to change what you do with your 
personal property. 

Sites don’t measure ad blocker usage so unless you would have clicked on the ads, you 
were not directly costing the site money. 

It’s not unethical to go to a free museum. 

Doing something should be ethical until proven otherwise. 

Site owners don’t expect people to read the Terms of Service. 

There’s no reason to give advertisers special treatment when browsing the internet. 
Not all sites have a problem with ad blockers. 

Once content has been served to me, | have the right to modify it to my personal taste. 
You shouldn't have to pay to ingress data you don’t want to ingress. 


Unrefuted arguments on the con side: 


The sites you visit often wouldn’t be able to support themselves without ads meaning ad 
blockers destroy the internet. 
You are circumventing an intended business model by using an ad blocker. 


Most convincing argument on pro side: 


If everyone had ad blockers, sites could find more agreeable ways to support 
themselves, which would make the world better. 


Most convincing argument on con side: 


The sites you visit often wouldn't be able to support themselves without ads meaning ad 
blockers destroy the internet. 


Evaluating these two arguments on the framework of not limiting horizons, it seems that by 
using an ad blocker, you are contributing to limiting the horizons of how much money sites can 
make by selling ads. By agreeing not to use an ad blocker, you are limiting the horizons of your 
internet usage to be one where random things you don’t want to see can come on screen any 
time. In conclusion, since it is not ethical to limit your horizons unless you are limiting the 
horizons of the universe more, it is ethical to use an ad blocker. So, in conclusion, | will 
resolve this market YES. 


